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Introduction - The Nomic, the Meta-Graph, and the Graph-Set
Efficacy — capacity to produce a desired resuleffect.
Synchronized — operating in unison.

Efficasync is a method of open-source self-governance, wéletke members of
a group have the ability to examine, discuss andifptheir group’s set of operational
goals, reasonings, constraints, procedures andgamngents. In computer lingo, each
member of such a group has both ‘read’ and “®rfiermissions to this set of governing
statements. As demonstrated by the previous tvas ithis document occasionally
recasts a few traditional views of governance amtmmputer programmer’s frame of
reference. The programmer’s paradigm holds a aed potentially valuable,
perspective for democratic governance. This dociwmeurpose is to describe a specific
way, based on this new perspective, that a direlgiyocratic group’s governing
infrastructure could be arranged. In doing this, three main components which
constitute Efficasync are explained: a Nomic, dipalar graphical interface, and a
starting set of ‘rules.” This document was writteith the intention of presenting a
prototype for emulation and extension by groupsuig to operate as open-source self-
governing entities.

Efficasync describes a directly-democratic growgt th premised upon a feedback
loop. The working argument here is that the peagie make decisions for the group
should be the same people who feel the effectisasfet decisions, so that a self-correcting
negative feedback-loop may exist. The target staieh this feedback loop maintains is
dynamically defined by the group’s membership, gmadly through their internal
deliberations and decision-making. Akin to how ¢ipen-source programming
community allows anyone to contribute code, Efficasallows any group member the
ability to create potential elements, or potergiaiment versions, of their group’s
governance. Using this ability, groups are enagedao arrange themselves in ways that
maximize each member’s exposure to the varioudtsesiitheir governance. If this is
accomplished then each member becomes both a samuolaesensor of their governance
(see figure 1), which is a holistic perspectivenrirahich members may be well suited to
effectively sustain and evolve their system. Jagtragrammers look for problems in
their code by observing the unintended effectgitegates at runtime, group members
can observe unwanted outcomes created by thedf sebrdination statements and
respond by adding helpful elements, removing demnital elements, and modifying
flawed elements. A greater diversity of collectstevival strategies can be conceived by
a group with a greater number of perspectives ein twn shared existence. The trick is
how to deal with all these differing perspectives.

! Please excuse the silly names. There are several.
2 There are caveats to the writing aspect, which will beagxgtl in section 2.
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Figure 1 Feedback Loops. A = Action, R = Reaction.

Efficasync, like a revision control systéfor software, or like a wiki page for
text, offers a way to coordinate changes made siraeed set of information by many
different contributors. This coordination assetgroup’s governance, which always
contains conflicting perspectives, in the perpeséiffart to avoid succumbing to its own
complexities and contradictions so that it may tatsively advance the group. Ideally,
an Efficasync group’s membership is constantlyugiooften asynchronously, debating
and voting among the different versions that anynimer may propose about any element
of their governance. Hopefully this constant \agite by members will preserve those
element versions that remain beneficial over déiféicircumstances, and alter other
elements to the version which best suits the ptessumstance.

The elements which govern an Efficasync group caa@omodifiable web of
self-reinforcing ideas. The web, called the ‘megtaph,’ is the graphical interface (see
figure 2) members use to visually explore theiramigation’s governance, hopefully in a
more intuitive and efficient way than pouring thgbubooks of legislation. The interface
requires each governing element to be categoripedy@n ‘ends’ and ‘means’ spectrum,
where each ‘mean’ element (closer to perimeterisibly and logically justified by
being linked to one or more ‘end’ elements (cldsesenter.) If the interface
successfully improves the accessibility and undeding members have of their group's
governing elements, and encourages more eyeskaridbat direction, then there is
great pressure on members to craft elements caphbiaintaining the continuous
approval of a membership ready and able to alteismard those elements which fall out
of their favor. The meta-graph becomes a marke¢pbd competitive ideas, where each
member spends their equitable currency of voféBis web is open to the creativity and
scrutiny of all group members. Importantly, thetargraph is merely a planning
document and, like all documents, has no agenaiself. Only when the physical
actions of the planners are voluntarily appliethie ways expressed by their plans, may a
group’s meta-graph become part of a legitimateadiy.

Planners of law have a loose similarity to desigrércomputer programs, in that
both try to create the correct conditions for tealization of particular intentions.
Efficasync is meant to be used somewhat analogaoslyprogramming environment,
where programmers have the tools to write, update,debug pieces of digital logic.
Efficasync describes tools used by a more-gengpal of programmer called a ‘citizen,’
to write, update, and debug democracies. As meati@bove, this document uses many

% Otherwise known as a ‘concurrent revision systefftgroreferred to by its acronym, CVS.



analogies to the world of computers and programrbecause of their utility in the
domain of self-governance. In this vein, a grolgystem of governance can be thought
of as a computer’s operating system (0OS.) Bot®&rand a government have the ability
to coordinate activity and delegate resources amtmmgonstituent parts of a system. As
with all pieces of software, operating systems ip@ypne of two varieties: open-source
or close-source. Open-source operating systems alVery user direct access to their
copy of the underlying code, so the user can examnd learn how the system works,
and possibly fix problems or make improvements,civldan then be shared with the
group that uses the OS. Other systems, calle@-slosrce, restrict this access to an elite
group of experts whose profession is to maintagnctbde. Efficasync was created in the
former paradigm, and encourages the investigatidts code by every person affected
by its code. It is the business and responsibilitgvery citizen to known and affect their
government.

At its core, an Efficasync group is playing a gash&lomic. Nomic was created
by Peter Subémnd can be described as a game where “changingléseis a move.”
Efficasync is a governing Nomic, where the peomeegned are the same people who do
the governing, by setting-up and changing the rilleg live by. The term ‘rule’ is being
used here synonymously with the terms ‘element’‘gatsion’ above. Efficasync
describes an initial collection of elements andsiamTs, called a ‘graph-set,” which acts as
a starting point from which groups can customizrtbwn systems of coordination. A
group may initially seed their meta-graph with gnaph-set provided below, so they do
not have to start the self-governing process corelylérom scratch Suber uses the
term, ‘self-amendment,” when expressing a groupibtato alter its own rules. Groups
using Efficasync are expected to expand and chaogelf-amend, the initial graph-set
presented here to better fit with their specifitemstances and needs. Hopefully,
alternative initial graph-sets will become avaitablthis document accrues enough
mindshare.

The fist section of this document describes theargeaph in greater detail. The
second section provides and explains an initiabsgbverning elements. The last
section will talk about some of Efficasync’s imgltons.

* Suber, P. (1990Yhe paradox of self-ammendment: A study of the laig, loginipotence, and change
New York: Peter Lang Publishing. Retrieved Jun®& 2607 from http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/
writing/ nomic.htm.

® The meta-graph is loosely analogous to both a GUhénit visually displays data) and a software
language (in that it provides some syntactic structurethisranalogy, the graph-set is a library of
functions written in that language. The Nomic is a furctn this library.
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Figure 2, The meta-graph
Section 1 ~The meta-graph.

An Efficasync group’s beginning document, their aagtaph, has four concentric
circles (See figure 2, above.) Group members welneually populate the circles with
‘nodes,’” which are simply containers holding diéfet types of governing messages.
Nodes were referred to as elements in first sectildre graph-set offered below is a
suggested set of initial nodes for use by new gsolgach area on the meta-graph
represents one of five different types of noded, @hthe nodes in a particular area must
be of that area's type. From the innermost coalevards, the node types are 'Ethics,’
'‘Arguments,' ‘Statutes,” and 'Techniques." Tha anside the fourth circle contains
nodes of the ‘Instances' type. These categorrmapase the continuum Efficasync uses in
bridging a group’s principles to their actions. €Tineta-graph has a polar coordinate
system, where any node's position can be desowithdoth its radius from the circles’
center point and its angle as measured clockwis®r the circles’ positive vertical axis
(again, see figure 2.)

There is a hierarchical relationship between thees on the meta-graph. Distal
nodes need to be grounded (a word that will be urgedchangeably with ‘justified’” and
‘premised’) by being linked to proxinfahodes. Links are represented by lines on the
meta-graph. For instance, a statute node candumded by linking it to one or more
argument or ethic nodes. Considered from the afpdsection, that same statute node
can be the justification for nodes of greater rbkid@ techniques and instances. Even
within a given circle, a more proximal node mayused as justification for a more distal
node so, for example, one argument may be the fmsimother argument. A node’s

® Nodes with greater radii, which are farther away fronctreer point.
" Nodes with lesser radii, which are closer in to the cetit.



grounding represents the conceptual support théitezes the node’s existence, and
accurately places it in an encompassing consiafiatf ideas. Importantly, ethics nodes
are the most fundamental justifications on the ngetgph, and are only grounded with
other ethics or else left ungrounded.

The different node types each have unique meaiinipe meta-graph context:

» Ethicnodes are the ultimate premises upon which eviexyib
ultimately based. In this context, ethics areitleals and moral
principles by which a group of people profess tstexThey comprise a
group’s cultural foundation.

* Argumentnodes are the logical and philosophical extensibrethics.
They develop the implications and consequencesetoyra set of ethics.
Arguments need to explicitly show the steps betwibeir premises and
their conclusions so that their logic is visibledarpen to inspection and
critique.

» Statutenodes are laws delimiting permitted action froracseptable
action. Statute nodes may also describe legatsriggd protections
granted to the group’s membership.

» Techniquesodes are recipes explaining one way to achielesaed
result. Any given result may be achieved by maiffgrent techniques.
Technigues can be offered as a voluntary resoaraeandated as a
regulation to explain how something is supposedoktdone. For
example, local government meta-graphs might hasteniques that
describe regulatory, infrastructural, economic, ljputervices,
maintenance, agricultural, and organizational pgees. Business meta-
graphs might have techniques that describe managghgduling,
buying, stocking, manufacturing, cleaning, custos@wice, cooking
recipes, and uniforms. A large archive of techagoan be a helpful
resource in unexpected situations.

* Instancenodes represent specific groups, institutionsools which are
organized to carry out the techniques they are jgehupon. Instance
nodes can be used in various ways including therdéay of existing
instances, constraining the function/purpose/ nurobastances, or
calling for the creation of new instances.

The meta-graph is not static. Nodes may appead&agpear, or change
position. For example, if a new more fundamentialcevas written that seemed to be a
premise for other pre-existing ethic nodes, thastes could either be moved to the outer
rim of the ethic circle, or completely reclassifigohd rewritten) into arguments.
Alternatively, a node that is no longer considamdvant by the membership can be
removed. Removing nodes creates the possibilityngfounding and ‘orphaning’ more
distal nodes. Ungrounded nodes are undesirabbubedheir presence weakens the self-
consistency of the meta-graph as an integratedevhbhe initial graph-set provides
statutes, techniques, and arguments explainingrioales may be changed and
rearranged. However, just like any node in the rgesgh, these statutes and techniques
may be redefined by the group.



Taken as a whole, the meta-graph represents agzign from abstract ideas in
the center (ethics) to concrete task groups ostabthe rim (instances.) This span
actually allows the meta-graph to be built in fdifferent ways. Deductively, a group
can start by placing concepts they wish to uphaldh as ‘sustainability’ or
‘nonexploitation’ or ‘productiveness’ or ‘freedoni the center of their meta-graph, and
then build the arguments, statues, techniquesretances that will embody such
concepts in the physical world. Oppositely, a groan proceed inductively by initially
recording their subgroups, then recording how tlgyeeps carry out their functions, then
creating statues that encode acceptable groupidascthen creating arguments
explaining why such functions are acceptable, antbby listing the ultimate reasons for
the functions. A third possibility, the one usadthis document, starts by populating the
middle sections of the meta-graph, and then indelgtiand deductively works towards
the center and outer-rim of the graph. Lastlypgsamay be filled from the center and
the rim at the same time, however this method se@nentially problematic because
there are two, possibly conflicting, currents afwgth. Yet, this last strategy is believed
to be the inevitable situation of more establisaed mature graphs, which will probably
have to deal with multiple currents of changesekms best to delay such problems, by
using one of the first three methods, until the/ @mavoidable.

Ideally, a group will continuously improve theireations by examining their
meta-graph, finding problems, and fixing them. Example, a group member could
trace the way her group’s safety committee, whschn instance, ultimately fulfills
whatever ethics it is grounded in by examiningittiervening arguments, statutes, and
techniques. If she spots a problem, such as #gghdraving an argument for employee
safety but lacking a statute mandating periodietgdfaining, she can propose the fix. In
this way, oversight is accomplished by members @ing their group’s defined
intentions, as represented by its ethics and argtsnpeith the reality produced when the
group’s instances carry out their techniques.

The next section presents a set of techniquesiiassaiand arguments a local-
governance group can use to initially populatea, rs¢ill empty, meta-graph. This
graph-set is given the name ‘Starterl’ to distisput from other graph-sets that will
hopefully become available. This collection pr@sd group the basic mechanisms and
structure to begin ‘talking about itself,” and asbéde its own distinct graph. Any group
using Starterl will have to eventually ground tlees it supplies by fully working out
their logical and ethical justifications.

Section 2 -~ Starter1: An initial graph-set.

NODE 01: ARGUMENT: ORGANIZATIONAL BALANCE: GROUNDING --: 1. A
system that contains excessive disorganization will have difficulty
executing its operations. 2. A system with excessive organization will be
unable to innovate and adapt to changing circumstances. 3. A system
achieves a desirable balance between organization and disorganization
when it can both effectively carry out its operations as well as successfully
evolve in changing contexts. #



NODE 02, ARGUMENT, MAINTAINING A DESIRED STATE, GROUNDING --:
1. A negative-feedback loop is where a system’s output becomes an input
to the system (such as information) and is used by the system to alter
itself towards a desired state. 2. A negative-feedback loop is most
effective when it acts in the way that maximizes the system’s congruency
with the desired state. 3. Systems composed of people achieve greater
negative-feedback loop effectiveness as more people who are capable of
deciding the system’s output are also capable of directly sensing
information about the effects of that output (in addition to learning about
effects from secondary sources), and consequently can change their next
output in light of this new information. 4. Groups of people operate within
a system of shared allowances and constraints. 5. A group which allows
each of its members the ability to alter their shared allowances and
constraints is called a nomic. 6. Nomics, whose members are informed
through their own direct experience and the direct experience of others,
have the information to make effective alterations to their group’s system.
7. A people structured as a nomic can best maintain a desired state.
[(1+2+3)+(4+5)]->6->7 #

NODE 03, ARGUMENT, LEGITIMATE EFFICACY: GROUNDING --: 1. Efficacy
is the capacity to produce a desired result or effect. 2. Something is
legitimate if it has relatively undisputed credibility and is logically inferable
and is in accordance with established principles. 3. A group that directly-
democratically creates procedures for selecting and implementing
collectively-desired results implicitly appoints each group member as a
judge of the group’s credibility, logic and principles. 4. Directly-
democratic groups arranged in this manner offer their members efficacy,
and place the ultimate source of legitimacy in their memberships. 5.
Directly-democratic groups innately hold a principle of voluntariness
because they allow their members the capacity to affect the group’s
governance however the members wish. 6. Coerced action, which is
action one carries out against one’s will, is not in accordance with the
direct-democracy’s principles, and thus is illegitimate by the group’s
principles. 7. Thus only voluntary action may be considered legitimate
efficacy in a directly-democratic group. &

Node 04: STATUTE: META-GRAPH LAYOUT: GROUNDING 01: The meta-
graph will consist of four concentric circles. From the inner circle out, the
circles will be named Ethics, Arguments, Statutes, and Techniques. The
area outside the circles is labeled Instances. All nodes within an area
must be of that area’s type.

[The text from the bulleted list on page 6 is in this node as well.]



There can be up to 10 ethic nodes, 100 argument nodes, 1,000 statute
nodes, and unlimited technique and instance nodes®. &

NODE 05: STATUTE: META-GRAPH ACCESSIBILITY: GROUNDING 02, 03:
The meta-graph must exist in a form easily accessible to all group
members which, in this case, will take the form of a website. It is assumed
many group members will own computers from which they will access the
website. For members not owning a computer, a computer lab will be
created that offers access to the website for at least 10 hours a week
(available in at least 2 hour long continuous time periods). Additionally,
basic competence training explaining how to view and modify the meta-
map, cast votes, view lists, make proposals, and participate in
deliberations will be available. &

Node 07: STATUTE: META-GRAPH NODE MUTABILITY: GROUNDING 02:
Each node, at any given time, is either mutable or immutable. An
immutable node, designated by placing a ‘0’ in front of its node number,
must be changed into a mutable node before its existence or content can
be altered. Any mutable node of the group’s meta-graph may be altered
by group members’ proposals, nodepages, or shifting version votes (see
nodes 014, 010, and 012 respectively). Immutable nodes cannot be the
object of any proposals (except one altering its mutability) and cannot
accept any new nodepages. All version votes inside an immutable node
are frozen to their nodepages, and nodepage may not be removed or
added while the node is immutable. Members may change immutable
nodes into mutable node, and vice-versa, by making a successful
proposal to that effect. Newly created nodes are considered mutable. %

Node 08: STATUTE: META-GRAPH CYCLE: GROUNDING 01: The cycle of the
meta-graph is 4-week period of time. The year’s first cycle starts on the
first day of the year at 12:00am, and ends as close as possible to the end
of the year. If not more frequently, a ‘snapshot’ or record of the meta-
graph’s state is made and archived at the end of each cycle. The entire
membership of the group, except for essential positions, must be
unobligated by work on the second Sunday of each cycle so that everyone
has the opportunity to attend the assembly. Those members holding
essential positions must be scheduled so that they may attend at least
every other assembly.

At the beginning of each cycle, the Active Group Population (AGP) of the
last cycle will be calculated. A group member is included in the cycle’s
AGP if they carried out at least one Write Access action listed in Node 010
during the previous cycle. %

8 This language shows a possible constraint groups oseldb limit their meta-graphs’ complexity.



Node 09: STATUTE: META-GRAPH NODES: GROUNDING 04, 07, 08: Nodes
will appear as small rings on the meta-graph, each with a unique number
and name. Each node requires a name, a type, links to grounding nodes,
its polar coordinates (radius, angle) on the meta-graph, and at least one
nodepage. Nodes must be grounded, or justified, by having a link to at
least one node more proximal than itself. A node (a) does not need a
direct link to a grounding node (b) if (a) already grounds to another node
(c) that itself links to node (b.) However, (a) may directly link to (b) to
show emphasis. A node may become ungrounded, or ‘orphaned,’ if the
nodes that justified it are removed. Nodes that become ungrounded must
be regrounded in 4 cycles or else be removed at the beginning of the 5™
cycle. Boldfaced words in a node’s text are suggestions by the node’s
author for the creation of other nodes that extend the current node (where
the current node will be the grounding for the suggested extending node),
and further clarify the boldfaced subject (see Nodes 03 and 06 for
examples.) Any node may be extended regardless of the presence or
absence of boldfaced suggestions.

Nodes must be written with easy language that is accessible to as many
group members as possible. However, this simplicity of language must be
balanced so as to not restrict useful language from appearing. %

Node 010: STATUTE: META-GRAPH NODEPAGES®: GROUNDING 09: Nodes
contain at least one nodepage. Nodepages are different versions of the
node’s content. When a node is initially created, it will have only one
nodepage. If members wish to change the content of the node, they must
copy an existing nodepage (the parent), alter parts of its content, and post
this copy as a separate nodepage within the same node. Any content in
the new nodepage that is different from it parent must be highlighted. If a
new nodepage offers to delete, rather than modify, part of its parent’s
content, this part must shown as striketheugh and highlighted in the new
nodepage. All nodepages (except the initial one) must state which
nodepage is their parent. New nodepages cannot be created in
immutable nodes.

Version votes (see node 012) are cast on nodepages. The nodepage with
the most version votes is considered the active nodepage for that node,
and its contents are to be used by the group. Any nodepage that goes 1
cycle without having an amount of version-votes equivalent to 1/50 of the
current cycle’s Active Group Population (which is calculated at the
beginning of the next cycle) is removed from the node at the beginning of
the next cycle. A node is removed from the meta-map if it goes two full
cycles without containing any nodepages. If a nodepage become the
active nodepage, any strikethough text it contains is removed. &

° See Figure 3.
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Node 011: STATUTE: GROUP MEMBERS’ META-GRAPH READ/WRITE
ABILITIES: GROUNDING 05, 010, 014: Each group member has
complete read access to the meta-graph.

a) Write Access:
Version Votes: Once a cycle, a member may cast, leave alone,
reassign, or remove the 1 version-vote that each member is
allowed to have in each node of the meta-graph. (See Node 012
below).

Attention Votes: Each member may cast 2 attention-votes each
cycle. (See Node 012 below).

Proposal Votes: Each member may cast 1 vote on each proposal
per cycle. (See Node 012 below).

Nodepages: Each member may post 2 new nodepages per cycle.

Proposals: A member may create 1 new proposal each cycle. (See
Node 013 below).

Deliberations: Each member may participate in any and all online
deliberations and assembly deliberations. #

Node 012: SATUTE: META-GRAPH VOTES: GROUNDING 011: A group
member may cast version-votes, attention-votes, and proposal-votes.
These votes are considered anonymous because only the number of
votes an item receives is visible to other group members, and not who
cast the vote.

Votes may be submitted either over the website, or in-person at the meta-
graph office. ldentity information of the voter is needed during the cycle in
which the vote is cast to ensure compliance with voting limits, but this
information is erased at the start of the next cycle.

Version-Votes: Version-votes are cast on nodepages, and signal which
nodepage in a node a member most agrees with. Therefore, a group
member may cast only one version-vote among all the nodepages of any
given node. A version-vote will last indefinitely, or until the member who
cast it reassigns or removes the vote. For each node, once a cycle, a
group member may either:
» cast a version-vote to a nodepage within a node that does not
already have a version-vote from that member, or
» leave their existing version-vote on the same nodepage in the
node, or
* move their existing version-vote to another nodepage within the
same node, or

11



* remove their existing version-vote from the node all together.

Attention-Votes: Attention-votes can be cast on a node, nodepage,
proposal, or deliberation in order to heighten its awareness to the group.
At least once a cycle, a list of those items with the most attention-votes is
posted for all the group members to see what is getting the greatest
consideration (see node 013). A member may not assign more than one
attention-vote to the same item. All attention-votes are erased at the end
of a cycle.

Votes on Proposals: Each member may cast 1 vote on each proposal, one
time over the life of the proposal. (See node 014.) #

Node 013: STATUTE: META-GRAPH LISTS: GROUNDING 011, 012, 014: At
least once every three days, the following lists will be compiled and
displayed conspicuously on the meta-graph website and at the meta-
graph office:

* The top 10 nodes based on having the most attention-votes.

* The top 10 nodes based on the greatest number of changed
version-votes.

* The items that will be discussed during the cycle’s assembly.
(These are the AAI proposals that were accepted from the previous
cycle. See node 014.)

* The top 10 most active items being deliberated in the online forum
(See node 17.)

* The names of new nodepages created in the current and previous
cycles.

* The names of all proposals made in this cycle.

An internal list, unavailable to the public, of the Active Group Population
(AGP) is created at the beginning of each cycle by placing the name of
each group member who, during the previous cycle, carried out any of the
write actions listed in node 010. A visible list of all the group members will
be kept, and updated within two cycles of a member entering or leaving
the group. #

Node 014: STATUTE: META-GRAPH PROPOSALS: GROUNDING 07, 08:
There are five types of proposals:

Meta-Graph Proposal: A member proposes a specific alteration to the
meta-graph. A proposed alteration is the only way to introduce a new
node, remove an existing node, combine several nodes together, divide
one node into several, toggle a node’s mutability, or modify an existing
node’s title, link or position.

12



Committee Proposal: A member proposes a new committee (see node
015), or a change to an existing committee. A proposal for a new
committees must explain its purpose (it's mandate), the length of its
existence, how members are selected to serve, how long members serve,
details of what is to be accomplished or produced, resources it will need in
the form of a budget, and its justifying nodes.

Meta-Proposals: A member proposes one of two options. First, that two
or more current proposals address similar issues, and should be visually
associated with each other so that proposal voters may consider each
proposal in light of its related proposals. Second, that some currently
visually associated proposals do not address similar issues and should be
visually disassociated from each other.

Assembly Agenda Item (AAI) Proposal: A member proposes that a certain
issue be included in the next cycle’s face-to-face assembly deliberations.
An assembly agenda item proposal may suggest a new topic, may
suggest a topic under discussion in the online forum, or may target an
existing proposal.

If an existing proposal is targeted by an AAI, and the AAI is accepted, then
the votes cast on the targeted proposal are ignored because it will be
voted upon in the assembly. However, it is still in the interest of members
to vote on the targeted proposal during the cycle because all proposal
votes are counted at the end of the cycle, and therefore the AAI's
acceptance is unknown until all voting stops for the cycle. If the AAI is not
passed, then the votes on the target proposal decide if it passes.

Miscellaneous Proposal: A catch-all category for all other types of
proposals.

Each proposal shall have a title, a type, a summary, and any
documentation its creator wishes to include.

Proposals are only considered active for the cycle in which they are
created. During a proposal’s active period, each group member may cast
1 vote onto each proposal. During the current cycle, the instant any meta-
proposal receives a number of votes equal to half the previous cycle’s
AGP, the proposals it associates or disassociates are visually grouped or
separated. For all other proposal types, votes are tallied at the end of the
cycle. Assembly agenda item proposals that received a simple majority
(over Y2 majority) of the cycle’s AGP are accepted, and a list of AAls (in an
order defined by greatest to least accepting majority) is created for the
assembly. Meta-graph and committee proposals that received 2/3 of the
AGP will be accepted and their alterations to the meta-map will occur at
the beginning of the next cycle. Miscellaneous proposals need to 2/3 of
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the AGP to be accepted. Rejected proposals are erased at the end of
their active period.

Members can sign their proposal, or leave them anonymous.

Proposals may be submitted either over the website, or in-person at the
meta-graph office. Identity information of the proposer is needed during
the cycle in which the proposal is made to ensure compliance with
proposing limits, but if the proposer wishes to be anonymous, their identity
information is not made visible on the proposal and is erased at the start
of the next cycle. All proposals are posted both on the group’s website
and at the meta-graph office as conspicuous lists. Proposals that are
deemed related by an accepted meta-proposal are conspicuously shown
to be related. Each related proposal can be voted on the exact same way
that unrelated proposals are voted on.

Node 015: STATUTE: META-GRAPH COMMITTEES: GROUNDING 01, 02, 014
A committee is a small group of people who work together to achieve a
goal. Committees may be better able to achieve goals than larger groups
due to their limited size. A committee may not change any part of the
meta-graph directly, but may create or assemble information for use by
the entire membership, who may then attempt to change the meta-graph
based on this information. Anything a committee produces is available to
the membership.

A committee may exist for a set amount of time, at the end of which it can
be renewed through a passed committee proposal. Alternatively,
committees may last indefinitely, in which case the committee ends when
a committee proposal terminating it is successfully passed.

A committee is created through a successful committee proposal. %

Node 016: TECHNIQUE: META-GRAPH ASSEMBLY: GROUNDING 014, 013:
The list of accepted AAI proposals from the previous cycle are compiled
into a list called an ‘agenda.” Within the first day of a new cycle, the
agenda will be posted on the meta-graph’s office and website.

An assembly of group members will meet in a face-to-face manner on the
second Sunday of each cycle at 10am to discuss the agendas items. The
assembly’s proceedings are recorded, with special attention to ensure that
speakers are clearly heard. This recording will be made available to the
entire group as soon as possible, but no later than three days after the
assembly. Each assembly will have a staff consisting of a moderator, a
timekeeper, a que keeper, and a front door usher.

Moderator: Enforces the structure of the debate and watches for
procedural signals from attendees.
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Timekeeper: Limits each speaker to no more than 90 seconds, and gives
a 60 second warning by saying ‘Minute.” Also records the amount of time
each agenda item consumes.

Que Keeper: Maintains the order of speakers. Que Keeper may choose to
visually assess which members wish to speak and their order, or may
choose to have members give the Keeper their name. The Que Keeper
calls the name of the next speaker when the current speaker finishes.

Front Door Usher: Keeps an accurate count of the number of people
currently in the assembly.

In the front of the room, large and visible to the entire assembly, will be a
clock which will be accurately synchronized to the Time Keeper’s watch.

For each agenda item, the proposer first reads an introductory statement,
lasting no more than 2 minutes. After this introduction, the Que Keeper
calls the first speaker. Only one speaker may have the floor at a time.
Any member, including the proposer, may get in the speaking que as
frequently as they wish. The speaker clock begins when the speaker
begins.

An agenda item ends in one of two ways: First, if there is a 30 second
lapse in which no member speaks, the timekeeper says, “Lapse,” and the
item is closed. Second, if at any point during a deliberation a member
moves to call the item, by saying “Call,” and another member seconds the
call, and if the call is supported by 2/3 of those in attendance through an
assembly vote (see Node 18), then agenda item is closed. If the agenda
item itself was to have a vote, then that vote will take place upon the
item’s closing. A Call (and its votes) may occur while a member is still
speaking.

While speaking, a member may move to amend an agenda item which is
to be voted upon by saying “Amend” and explaining the nature of the
amendment. This amendment passes if it receives a simple majority vote
of the attendees, and the agenda item is altered by the amendment.
However, the altered agenda item itself may still need to be voted on for
ratification. An amendment may call for a change to the item’s content or
procedure (such as delaying the ratification vote for another cycle so
people have more time to consider the changes.)

Some agenda items may call for a vote after their discussion, while other
may not. Any agenda item that is equivalent in its effect to a meta-graph
or committee proposal (see node 014) requires a 2/3 of the attendees to
pass. Other agenda items only require a simple majority to pass, unless
the assembly amends a different passing requirement to the item.
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The next agenda item is started once the current item ends. A hour lunch
break occurs between the two agenda items most near 12pm. &

NODE 17: TECHNIQUE: ONLINE DELIBERATIVE FORUM™: GROUNDING
016: On the same site as the meta-graph, there will be a space for
members to create new topics for discussion, post messages to any topic,
and read the messages of other members. Each topic will be placed in its
own thread, but within a thread there will be no nesting. Any topic can be
created in the forum without first creating a proposal. Any topic that fails
to receive new messages for three cycles is archived and removed from
the forum’s primary space. Members’ message may only contain text, and
not exceed 500 words in length. Messages may be anonymous or signed.
L

NODE 18: TECHNIQUE: ASSEMBLY VOTING: GROUNDING 016: Whenever a
there is a move to amend an agenda item, or a seconded moved to call an
item, members in favor of the move will raise their hand. The moderator
will count the number of hands, and with the front door usher’s current
attendance count, calculate the percentage agreeing with the motion. The
moderator then says, “Approved,” or “Denied,” depending on the vote’s
outcome. The regular activity of the deliberation may continue during the
vote.

Before the vote takes place a member may say ‘Secret Ballot,” and if
seconded, will force the vote to be conducted in the following way: Each
member writes their vote on a slip of paper, and places it into a box. The
moderator counts the ballots and then announces the results. A secret
ballot vote on a move to call the item does not stop speakers from talking
while the vote is taking place. However, if the move to call passes,
deliberation on the item stops immediately. %

NODE 19: STATUE: MG BUDGET: GROUNDING 01, 02, 03: There will be a
current budget instance node that will contain a list of items to be funded
by the group. The length of time this budget is to direct the group’s
spending must be explicitly stated, but is usually one year. Each budget
item must list an amount, source, reason for funding, and whether it is
intended to be reoccurring in future budgets or not. The current budget
node should be made immutable, through a passed meta-graph proposal,
for the term funded. However, at any point this node may be made
mutable, through a passed meta-graph proposal, if the group is
dissatisfied with the budget and wishes to make changes. The year
before a budget is to take effect, the next budget instance node will be
the workplace where the membership will decide how to allocate its

19 An instance node, justified by this node, could corddink to the forum mainpage. This instance node
would specify the implementation of the forum, possillipBB or Scoop or whatever.

" This budget node is more for a local government. Aness’ budget node might weaken the desire to
be immutable, because of the higher probability that spempdiogties will frequently change.
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resources. The next budget node must have the support of the
membership, as shown by being made immutable, by 12am January 1% of
the year it is to take affect. Otherwise no spending will occur until a
budget is made immutable. &

04 Meta-graph layout

NODEPAGE 1
PARENT: NONE
@ | The meta-graph will con sist
@ of four concentric circles.
@ From the inner circle out,
& the circles will be named
®@ Ethics, Arguments,

@ | Statutes, and Technigues.
@ The area outside the circles

is labeled Instances. All

nodes within an area must
be of that area's type ...

NODEPAGE 2 NODEPAGE 3

®@ PARENT: 1 _ _ PARENT: 1 @
@ | The meta-graph will consist The meta-graph will consist @

@@} of four concentric squares. of four concentric triangles. &R
& From the inner square out, From the inner triangle out, @®

the squares wil be named the triangles will be named &

Ethics, Arguments, Statutes, Ethics, Arguments, Statutes,

and Technigues. The area and Techniques. The area

outside the sguares is outside the triangles is

labeled Instances. Allnodes labeled Instances. All nodes

within an area must be of within an area must be of

that area's type. .. that area's type...

@ = A version vote.

Figure 3, A representation of a node with three nodepages.
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Figure 4, Thenodes of Starterl on a meta—raph.

Section 3 - Implications
Introducing New Graph-Sets and Their Compbhtybwith Existing Nodes

It is anticipated that graph-sets will be exchahigetween Efficasync groups, just
as programmers share libraries. Exchange can hdmgmause nodes are modular (their
representation and connectivity are standardiz&tigrefore, it is easy for one group to
copy a set of nodes found in another group’s medpty if the first group wanted to
emulate whatever aspect is governed by those nodlee second group. Sometimes the
borrowing group will be able to link the new nodet® their existing groundings. Other
times this may be very difficult. Because the bared graph-set was initially created in
a foreign meta-graph, which had its own unique gding arguments and ethics, the
borrowing group might have difficulty tying a nomdive group of nodes into its own
established arguments and ethics.

Groups have several options when facing the iestmreign-node compatibility.

A group may choose to modify their groundings teate compatibility if the changes
needed are few, simple, and do not create additioteganal problems as their altered
meanings cascades distally throughout the metahgrijpwever, if the changes seem too
drastic, the group may decide the foreign graphssett worth the disruption its
incorporation will cause. In this case, the grougy attempt to mimic the ideas of the
foreign graph-set by building it “in-house,” whiehll ensure congruity with the group’s
own groundings. Alternatively, through strugglitegincorporate the ideas of a foreign
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group-set, a group may come to see those ideaghasnitcompatible with the group’s
foundation, and choose to reject the once-attradgtigas. Compatibility may be less of
an issue for Efficasync groups that began withdantical or similar set of ethics and
arguments.

Separating Complex Ideas into Many Nodes/ CombiSinglar Ideas into One Node

The amount and extent of content a given node mo&yis left undefined by the
‘Starterl’ initial graph-set. If a group wisheisgan create a statue defining an
appropriate node length. Or a group may choosetéormally codify node length, and
instead deal with excessive nodes individually usththey arise. While node length may
be easily solved, the extent of an idea that a sbdeld contain is a more difficult
dilemma.

Is it better to keep a complex idea together imgle node, or is clarity achieved
by containing its subparts in their own nodes? pitaetical answer is not yet known, but
here is a political answer: If there are aspetth@node that frequently change, the
group may be well-served by capturing those vaaidrts in separate nodes. This way,
the stable parts of the main idea can be remowed fhose parts involved in conflict.
However, maintaining the unity of a single compi@sa within one node affords that
idea a protection against fast changes, becauskaibes will occur by the shifting
preference between the nodepages within that ote, mastead of changes happening in
several nodes at the same time. The original gurettken from the opposite
perspective, “Should related but separate nodesimdined together?” can be answered
in the same way: If the distinct, but closely teth nodes do not undergo frequent
change, then a group may find utility in their conattion. This aggregation can be used
by those interested in slowing an idea’s rate aihge.

Policies, Strands, and Braids

If ‘policy’ is defined as an intentional courseaution taken to pursue a desirable
outcome, one can view the network of nodes compgasieta-graph as several
overlapping and reinforcing policies. Each pathwaystrand,” from an instance to a
statute, argument, or ethic may be considerediaypol

A group may wish to choose between multiple potid@achieve a given goal,
and yet retain the unused policies for a later tifitee group may build a cluster of
strands in their meta-graph, known as a ‘braidjcitall address the same goal. The
strands of a braid may start from different inseanor techniques, and run through
different intermediate nodes, but they will all gerge to the same statute, argument, or
ethic. Only one strand of a braid, the one judgethe group to be the most currently
relevant, would be active at a time. The otheygdiarmant (see figure 5 below.) The
group would have to compose the nodes that implethenability, for they are not
provided in Starterl.

This possibility creates a meta-graph with a coratiam of usually active,
intermittently active, and usually dormant strantitsthis way, a group may prepare in
advance for different possible situations, andvatti the best strand (as judged by the
group) to effectively deal with the incoming sitioait Alternatively, the group may
decide to hold a single policy for achieving a goal
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Just as a node can assume one of the various nedgmoted by its nodepages, a
braid can assume one of the various versions degté strands.

\\
An inactive braid. Same braid with an active Same braid with a different
strand. active strand.

Figure5, A braid with strands.
Infecting Meta-Graphs

Just as the term ‘infection’ is used in descritfiogy meme¥ transfer from one
mind to another, meta-graphs may also be infectddmvades from external sources.
The word ‘infection’ is not meant to denote a negatonnotation and, as speculated
above, many groups will likely intentionally infeittemselves with nodes from other
groups. In fact, any group that adopts Startertheis initial graph-set is choosing to
infect themselves.

Conceivably, a group may ask experts of variodddiéo infect their meta-graph
with knowledge. For example, a group may wishrtow how lighting fixtures can be
wired to receive electricity, and may hire an eie@n to perform some example wiring,
which is documented and placed on the meta-grapht@shnique node. The group
could ground such a node with a more proximal ramgaining a reference to an
electrical wiring book.

Importantly, while the more distal elements carehsily copied from external
sources, it is better for a group to work out tlmsun ethics and arguments because these
proximal elements should accurately reflect the enship’s beliefs. Laboring through
the process of crafting ethics and arguments hezipare these elements are accurate
expressions of the membership’s will, and not nyefake political expediency.

Face-to-Face and Remote Deliberation

A group’s size can affect how many members engagkeliberation about its
governance. For the face-to-face town meetinggeofont, Bryah® discovered that, on
average, 20% of a town'’s registered voters attéthel further demonstrated that smaller
towns, especially those of less than a thousanglegoave systematically higher
percentages in attendance, while larger towns shimwer percentage. Bryan argues
that face-to-face town meeting is a training growetre citizens learn and practice the
skills that sustain a context for democracy. Hesitates how the demes of Athens,

2 bawkins, R. (1989)The selfish gen®xford: Oxford University Press.
13 Bryan, F. (2004)Real democracy: The New England town meeting and hoerlswChicago: The
University of Chicago Press.
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which were little towns that mimicked some of tlercratic institutions of the polis but
on a smaller scale, created the opportunity fqradially-decentralized populatithto
practice real government and develop the skillsuli$er representing the deme in the
larger republic. Bryan suggests the republic’sanability depended on this de facto
arrangement, where the parts where able to bracelble.

Groups whose entire memberships are capable ohwewery minutia of their
governance may benefit from frequent and diverg@dpnities to deliberate. Bryan
makes in-person meeting a necessary conditiorefdrdemocracy. The present
document suggests supplementing infrequent fadaem®-deliberation with continual
remote message-posting deliberation. In a direatatracy, where the people have even
the ability to craft legislation, the large govergiworkload available to the citizenry may
be better handled with this additional and evesené communication channel. The
asynchronous nature of message-posting allowngiro create and digest content on
their own schedules. Additionally, the written med, and the optional anonymity it
affords, may facilitate participation by those umdortable performing public speech. It
may be argued that anonymous and indirect commitimice of lower quality and, more
importantly is less able to teach useful democsdtilts than face-to-face meetings. Yet
the ability to continually take part in the conadisn is seen as a necessary condition for
real direct-democracy. Further, the initial graggtprovided earlier calls for in-person
assemblies of a frequency greater than Vermont toeetings. Hopefully, both in-
person and remote communication can complimentooéher, and offer a set of
benefits outweighing any resulting degradationth&democratic process.

While implications of group size may differ betweface-to-face meetings and
remote deliberations, both processes may fertdash other. Bryan’s study explains
some of the advantages small units of organizatiter in-person meetings, such as
increased participation and equity of participatiéterhaps remote deliberations may
afford participation and equity on a larger scale tb the message persistence and
reduced social risks provided by the medium. Begyan’'s economic argument that
members of smaller organizational units perceigeeater return, in the form of more
influence per unit of political energy expendeddsoveight and supports a drive for
small organizational units. Hopefully, remote dissions will engage some of those
people who would otherwise not participate in pergmd offer additional perspectives
which may be vocalized by face-to-face participavite® pay attention to the written
deliberations. Conversely, silent attendees adrabies may use the remote
deliberations to express their views about the esviirey witnessed. Perhaps the remote
deliberations will be a stepping-stone to partitijain face-to-face deliberations.

The Fractal Potential of Effcasync Groups

Any group arranged in the way described by thisudzent can be composed of
subgroups also arranged in this same way. Farnost a local government organized as
an Efficasync group may be the aggregation of sndkpartments, also organized as
Efficasync groups. So, a large scale meta-grapiidwareate the context in which other

4 To be accurate, only males aged 18 and greater could particighéedeme’s assembly. Blackwell, C.
W., (2002).An introduction to classical Athenian democracy — developrRattieved June 362007
from http://www.chs.harvard.edu/discussion_series.sec/atmeaiwv.ssp/athenian_law_lectures_5.pg
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meta-graphs would operate. It is difficult to $hgt one meta-graph could be a node in a
larger meta-graph, because of the current nonobriss of fitting such a whole into one
of its own parts. Yet, there is a vague sensesthiaie type of nesting might be possible.
Perhaps the meta-graphs of one scale could beseagiesl as instances of a greater scale?
Hopefully additional minds will engage this ideadadevise better answers.

Congruency with Superordinate Governances

Every group of people is connected to other grabpsugh some larger network.
Networks can be defined physically (geographicalrabteristics, population densities),
ideologically (national, corporate, religious, piakl, cultural), or economically
(resources, capabilities, capacities, technolog@sany combination thereof. To some
extent, every network depends on the servicesharatetworks. Therefore, no group is
completely autonomous and sovereign. For instame@ufacturers rely on suppliers for
materials and communities for labor, and citieg ogl states and nations for
supplemental funding and emergency assistance.

Because each group is embedded in some larger rkedivooordination, a
constant effort to achieve equilibrium is negotidbetween the group’s wishes and the
wishes of its encompassing network. Some largesysof governance, including the
United States, are composed of many coordinatibmorks, each acting at a different
scale or location. The U.S. federal network allandegree of local (as in towns or
neighborhoods) and organizational (as in busingssdisgovernance. It is believed that
these are the niches Efficasync groups can beapgccThe existence of Efficasync
groups, and the niches themselves, are contingeemt a level of mutual congruency
with their encompassing network of governance. r&loee, it is most likely not in an
Efficasync group’s interest to create governingrapts that contradict laws of the
surrounding network.

The Biological Metaphor

Efficasync shares some aspects of biological systeBecause the meta-graph
holds data detailing the development and operati@nsystem, it is similar to the
information encoded in a cell's DNA. Just as bgpdal systems have ways check their
DNA for damage and attempt to correct any maligmaosion they find, groups
governing themselves with Efficasync can introspety search and modify those graph
elements producing unwanted outcomes. Differdmilyever, Efficasync users can
apply human reasoning in their intentional selexgiof ‘mutations’ (changes) to their
code, and perhaps avoid some of the trial-and-énedrbiological systems must endure
as random selection promotes (without empathy)ethiesignless and unfixed mutations
that happen to best fit with the environment. Aiddially, activating a strand in a braid
is analogous to activating a gene in a cell’s DNA.

In a similar way to how young, higher-ordered bgtal systems grow and learn
ways to negotiate their encompassing contexts tower; which involve the building and
storage of mental representations in their nerméecs, Efficasync groups can do similar
things with their meta-graphs. Effective governstigategies can be developed and
warehoused in the graph as group members obsevwéhled various ideas actually play
out in the world. Ineffective strategies can baireed in a meta-graph’s archive for
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educational purposes, or for times that bettahétr utility. As discussed earlier, groups
can mimic one another by swapping node-sets, lidedical entities learning from each
other through imitation.

Some have defined life as an entropy ptinaid another way, life can be seen
as that quality of a system which helps pull disoraut of the system. Biological
systems accomplish this in many ways including etxan of waste material, avoidance
of potentially dangerous situations, creation @itective antibodies, repair of damaged
DNA, and replacement of worn tissues. It makesadhat a system is ill-served by
retaining the internal disorder it inevitably acadates during its existence. Likewise,
groups of humans that are able to modify or nullifgrnal processes that no longer
serve their long-term survival interests may alsséen as removing inner disorder.
However, it is anticipated that groups will hav#fidulty agreeing what phenomena
counts as disorder, as well as which meta-graphesiés are the cause of disorder. Yet,
any entropy that is removed from the group canges s healing the group, and is part
of the group’s effort to maintain a stable state.

Lastly, the collectivity of small units which traa portion of their members in the
ways of democratic governance may be seen as antieggissue of a greater democratic
organism. After all, the demes of Athens wereuargntatively, a vital source of capable
political practitioners which replenished the &tin of seasoned government workers.
The demes created environments where a person difidcentiate from the initial
homogeneity of youth towards an important politspécialization, much as certain
biological environments induce a stem cell to splera into a heart or muscle cell.
Without the replenishment of this critical tisstleere is little doubt that the larger
organism’s democratic ability would atrophy.

Conclusion

Any democracy is ultimately based upon trust. &democratic group to remain
as one, each member needs to believe that thiemwfetembers are honestly working
towards mutually-shared goals. Making visible thgsals, and how to reach them,
encourages a conversation which may build trustdéoting time and energy to
deliberate with one another the issues of theireshgovernment, members demonstrate
confidence in their group’s ability to take cardteélf. By apportioning the power to
govern amongst its membership, the group demoastrainfidence in each member’'s
ability and judgment to guide the group in a prosps direction. Critically, for group
members to successfully use Efficasync, each maws knowledge of how it works, a
chance to put it to work, and the willingness tatlie work®. This document offers
knowledge of how a self-governed system may wéklpeople of mutual trust, bound
together towards common endeavors by that trust,pr@avide the chance and
willingness this document needs to become a rebtoefficacy.

SOME RIEHTS RESERVED

15 campbell, B. (1967) Biological entropy punifature,215. Retrieved 6-26-07 from
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v215/n5107/abs1308a0.html

% This is the triad of ability, opportunity, and motiwat talked about by M. Delli Carpini & S. Keeter,
What Americans Know About Politics and Why it Mat{dlsw Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1996)
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